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This section presents the agency,
organization and individual public
comments received on the Draft
GMP/EIS.  Federal guidelines specify that
NPS give responses to comments that are
“substantive”.  Comments are considered
substantive when they:

• Reasonably question the accuracy
of information

• Reasonably question the adequacy
of analysis

• Present reasonable alternatives other 
than those presented

• Cause changes or revisions to the 
proposal

Substantive comments raise, debate or
questions a point of fact or policy.
Comments in favor of or against one

alternative (or component of an
alternative ), outside the scope of the
plan, stating opinion, or that agree or
disagree with NPS policy, are not
considered substantive; however, all
letters, e-mails and other written
correspondence are read and
considered. Park staff replied to
comments requesting clarification or
making detailed suggestions, even if
these comments are not defined as
“substantive”.   Even so, it may appear
that some thoughtful and useful ideas
were not heard.  This is not the case.
Although a comment may not have
triggered a reply from us, or caused a
change to the GMP or EIS, these ideas
and suggestions, many of which are
more appropriate to subsequent
planning, are documented in this record
and will be taken into consideration as
implementation plans are developed.
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A
PPE

N
D

IX
81

NPS concurs with the USACE that plans for
proposed project activities in the vicinity of
jurisdictional waters and/or wetlands would be
superimposed over a USACE confirmed
jurisdictional delineation in accordance with
the 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual and
submitted to the Norfolk District office prior
to the implementation of any activity.  Activity
would occur only after evaluation of the
project by USACE for avoidance, minimization
and mitigation of potential impacts to the
resources in accordance with the Clean Water
Act and guidance form USACE.
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Thank you for your comments.
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NPS will continue to seek updated
information concerning the presence of
species of concern from the VA DCR as it
implements the provisions of the General
Management Plan.
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NPS will consult with the Department of
Historic Resources prior to actions that
potentially affect cultural resources as outlined
in the Draft GMP/EIS under Agency
Consultation on page 186.
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COMMENT RESPONSE

NPS acknowledges the comment from VDACS
requesting consideration of state-listed species
in the environmental assessment of proposed
activities.  As stated in DCR’s letter of
comment on the Petersburg Draft GMP/EIS,
June 23, 2004 - under a Memorandum of
Agreement, the DCR represents VDACS in
comments regarding potential impacts on
state-listed threatened and endangered plant
and insect species.  The proposed activities will
not affect any documented state-listed plants
or insects
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Page 3   
Item #1  Department of Conservation and
Recreation and the Department of Agriculture
and Consumer Services 

NPS appreciates the DCR’s search of their
Biotics system and their indication that
although natural heritage resources have been
documented in the project vicinity, the scope
of the proposed activities and the distance to
the resources, they do not anticipate that any
of the alternatives will adversely impact those
natural heritage resources including a small
Granitic Flatrock Community at Five Forks.
NPS agrees that should a significant amount of
time pass before construction activity occurs,
NPS will request updated Biotics information
for the proposed activity location.
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Page 3-4   2.  Air Quality

The NPS will comply with the requirements of
the VA Regulations for the Control and
Abatement of Air Pollution (9 VAC 5-50-60 et
seq.), and other federal and state laws and
policies encouraging the reduction of emissions
of volatile organic compounds and oxides of
nitrogen as well as fugitive dust during any
construction activity contemplated in the Plan
in order to reduce air pollution.

In addition, NPS notes the comments regarding
the requirements of Regulations for open
burning (9 VAC 5-40-5600 et seq.) of
construction or demolition material and that a
permit maybe required. Further, NPS will
contact the City of Petersburg, Dinwiddie
and/or Prince George County officials to
determine what local requirements, if any,
apply for open burning. NPS may contact
DEQ’s Piedmont Regional Office with
questions relating to the requirements for open
burning of debris or use of fuel burning
equipment at construction sites.
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Page 4-5   3. Water Quality

The NPS Draft GMP/EIS provided general information
on the acreage of surface waters, including wetlands
through the Park based on the NWI maps.  The
recommendation of the VADEQ-Department of Water
Quality to include the areas containing hydric soils is
noted.  Hydric soils information for the Park was obtained
and reviewed in addition to the NWI in preparing the
resource description during the preparation of the Draft
GMP/EIS.  Prior to any construction activity the NPS will
identify, survey, and delineate the extent of wetlands in a
project area and have the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE, Norfolk District, Regulatory Branch) verify their
presence to determine regulatory jurisdiction.  NPS
further acknowledges that any specific project
development activities will be accomplished in
accordance with applicable federal and state laws
governing wetlands including Section 404 (b)(1)
guidelines of the Clean Water Act. 

When construction activities are implemented they will be
accomplished in accordance with applicable Erosion and
Sediment Control rules and Stormwater Management
rules.  NPS notes the recommendation of DCR to contact
their James River Watershed Office to obtain assistance in
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan and Stormwater
Management Plan development and implementation.
NPS will monitor the construction activities to ensure 
that erosion controls and stormwater management is
effectively preventing sediment and pollutants from
entering adjacent water bodies and wetlands.  NPS
further understands that a Virginia Pollutant Elimination
System (VPDES) stormwater general permit may be
required if more than 1 acre of land is disturbed.
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Page 5
4. Solid and Hazardous Waste Management

NPS acknowledges that VA-DEQ Waste Division found
that solid and hazardous waste issues and sites were
adequately addressed in the Draft Plan/EIS.  NPS
appreciates the Waste Division’s providing additional
information on two large-quantity and two small-
quantity generators in the vicinity of the Petersburg
National Battlefield.  This information will be considered
when specific project planning activities are undertaken.  

When undertaking specific construction projects, NPS
will test and dispose of any soil suspected of
contamination or wastes that are generated in accordance
with applicable federal, state, and local laws and
regulations including but not limited to, the Virginia
Waste Management Act (Virginia Code sections 10.1-1400
et. seq.), the Virginia Hazardous Waste Management Act
(9 VAC 20-60), and the Virginia Solid Waste Management
Regulations 
(9 VAC 20-80).

NPS further acknowledges the recommendation that
structures to be demolished be checked for the presence
of asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paints.
As stated on page 88 of the GMP/EIS, when \
implementing specific projects, lead paint and other toxic
materials would be removed, encapsulated, or otherwise
addressed according to federal guidelines if (1) the
building is used for housing and that employee has a
child under the age of seven years of age or (2) if the
building is used as a public space and the paint is loose or
flaking.  Written certification of the absence of hazardous
materials would be required by the NPS. 

COMMENT RESPONSE
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Page 5-6
5. Erosion and Sediment Control Plans;
Stormwater management Plans

When undertaking specific improvement projects
that involve land disturbance, NPS will comply
with the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control
Law, the Virginia Stormwater Management Law
and other applicable federal non-point source
pollution control mandates such as Section 313 
\of the Clean Water Act and the federal
consistency requirements of the Coastal Zone
Management Act for those areas of the Park that
are so designated.  NPS will obtain appropriate
permits before the initiation of any construction
activities disturbing one or more acres of land.
NPS will implement Best Management Practices,
and the implementation of appropriate erosion
and sediment control measures (GMP page, 154).

Page 6
6.  Historic Structures and Archeological
Resources

As management prescriptions are implemented in
accordance with the GMP, NPS will coordinate
and consult with the Department of Historic
Resources, pursuant to Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act with regard 
\o specific proposals.
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Page 7-8.  Forest and Tree Protection

NPS acknowledges that the Virginia Department
of Forestry has determined that activities
contemplated in the Plan will not have significant
adverse impacts on forest resources.

Page 7-9. Transportation

NPS acknowledges that the Virginia Department
of Transportation expects no negative impacts
from the Plan implementation.  If impacts of
Park activities are expected to affect local roads,
NPS will coordinate with the VDOT Richmond
District Office.

Page 7-10. Local and Regional Comments

NPS appreciates that the Crater Planning District
Commission reports that the Draft GMP/EIS is
consistent with the Commission’s regional goals
and objectives.
.
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Page 7-9 Regulatory and Coordination Needs

The NPS is committed to undertaking the
coordination activities and complying with the
regulations identified in the comments above
and summarized in this section.  The NPS also
notes that as the GMP will be implemented
over a twenty year period, when developing
specific management prescriptions, the NPS
will seek updated resource information,
guidance on environmental management
practices and will comply with the current
regulations of the responsible state and local
agencies.
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Page 9  Federal Consistency Under the Coastal
Zone Management Act

The NPS has determined that the proposals of
the GMP are consistent with the Coastal Zone
Management Program consisting of the nine
enforceable policies of the Virginia Coastal
Resources Management Program.   A
certification of consistency is being provided as
part of the documentation concluding the
NEPA process. 
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NPS appreciates the endorsement of
Alternative D by the Dinwiddie County Board
of Supervisors.
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NPS appreciates the endorsement of Alternative
D by the City of Hopewell City Council as
adopted in a resolution at its July 13, 2004
meeting.
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NPS appreciates the endorsement of Alternative
D by the  Petersburg City Council as adopted in
a resolution at its July 20, 2004 meeting.
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NPS appreciates the endorsement of Alternative
D by the Prince George County Board of
Supervisors.
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Thank you for your comments.

COMMENT • LETTERS RESPONSE • LETTERS
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The naming of the “Home Front” as a proposed
designation for the new management unit has
been carefully analyzed by park staff.  To cover all
the themes proposed in the GMP, park staff felt
this was an appropriate name to carry out this
comprehensive tasking.  According to The
American Heritage Dictionary of the English
Language (2000), HOME FRONT means: “The
civilian population or civilian activities of a
country at war.”  Park staff analyzed other
proposed names, such as “The Besieged City” or
“The City Besieged.” and felt these and others
would not adequately encompass all of the themes
that might be covered and some actually would
have excluded them. Themes in Old Town
Petersburg will cover at least a thirty-year time
span from 1850 – 1880, rather than just a nine and
one half month period implied by “The Besieged
City.”  Understandably, from the point-of-view of
the city’s Tourism Department, an appealing label
is important to attract visitors to the proposed
partnership visitor contact station.   But, until a
more suitable label is identified, “The Home
Front” is the most inclusive for the park’s
administrative needs.   When coupled with the
new Petersburg Campaign designations of “The
Eastern Front,” and “The Western Front,” there
should be no misunderstanding by the visitors as
to what “The Home Front’s” story will be all
about.  Park staff are not opposed to finding a
better label but as yet, feel “The Home Front”
serves that purpose most adequately.  
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Thank you for your comments.
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Thank you for your comments.
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NPS acknowledges your concern that we
mistakenly identified Pamplin Historical Park
as an “incorporated” entity under the List of
Recipients section on page 189 in the Draft
GMP/EIS.  A correction was made in the
Final GMP/EIS so that Pamplin Historical
Park, Inc. will be identified merely as
“Pamplin Historical Park.”  
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For Alternative C, the proposed boundary
expansion of 2,030 acres is limited to only those
lands that protect existing park resources.  Since
Hatcher’s Run’s battlefield is not currently within
the park’s boundary, it was not included with this
alternative.

The process for determining the epicenters for
Alternatives B, C and D is detailed on pages 21-36
in the Draft GMP/EIS.  The Jones, Zitta,
Ragsdale and Patten properties are located
outside the boundary established by the park
through historical maps and professional
scholarship.  Under “Common to All Action
Alternatives” in Chapter 2, park staff encourage
private landowners to pursue other mechanisms,
such as preservation easements, to protect the
historic resources contained on their properties.
Should the environmentally preferred alternative,
“Alternative D” ultimately be chosen, those lands
identified in the Final GMP/EIS will be
vigorously defended against adverse actions
upon them.  Park staff objected in writing to the
“S Alternative” of the Southeast High-Speed Rail,
Draft Tier I, Environmental Impact Statement
proposal that would intrude upon the lands
where the Battle of Hatchers Run and the Picket
Line Attack were fought.  Park staff will continue
to object to other potential adverse impacts to all
lands identified for protection in the Final
GMP/EIS. 
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The park recognizes the significance of the battle of
Old Men and Young Boys on June 9, 1864  in relation
to the siege of Petersburg, Virginia during the Civil
War.  The story associated with this battle will most
assuredly be part of the interpretative offerings
provide to the public by Petersburg National
Battlefield.  The Draft GMP/EIS is not intended to
provide information on all the battles or stories that
might be considered in the future.  When the Final
GMP/EIS is approved, the park’s Long Range
Interpretive Plan will be revised to include expanded
themes, new stories and potential sites.  A brief
description of the battle has been added to the Final
GMP/EIS in Chapter one, A Brief History of
Petersburg.

The 257 acres adjoining Flank and Defense Roads
were transferred to the City of Petersburg in 1973.
The NPS superintendent at the time felt that the
existing trench lines and environs had lost their
historic integrity as a result of encroachments by
single family homes and businesses.  Congress agreed
with the superintendent and passed legislation to
permit the divestiture.  As a covenant to the transfer
of title, the City of Petersburg agreed to take on the
responsibility for the care and maintenance of the
greenways and roadways and that they would…..
”maintain the earthworks, fortification, and park-like
character of the lands to be transferred.”    The NPS
will not seek to re-acquire these lands.  The issue of
integrity of the resources, the basis of the original
divestiture, is more valid than ever. The park has
provided technical assistance to the City on several
occasions for the management of these lands and will
continue to do so in the future.  



A
PPE

N
D

IX
114

COMMENT • LETTERS RESPONSE • LETTERS



A
PPE

N
D

IX
115

COMMENT • LETTERS RESPONSE • LETTERS

Thank you for your comments.
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The park recognizes the significance of the battle
of Old Men and Young Boys on June 9, 1864  in
relation to the siege of Petersburg, Virginia
during the Civil War.  The story associated with
this battle will most assuredly be part of the
interpretative offerings provide to the public by
Petersburg National Battlefield.  The Draft
GMP/EIS is not intended to provide information
on all the battles or stories that might be
considered in the future.  When the Final
GMP/EIS is approved, the park’s Long Range
Interpretive Plan will be revised to include
expanded themes, new stories and potential
sites.  A brief description of the battle has been
added in the Final GMP/EIS in Chapter one, A
Brief History of Petersburg.  Thank you for your
comments.
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In the Draft GMP/EIS on page 19, the NPS
acknowledges there are significant problems at
Petersburg National Battlefield in way-finding,
access and signage, not just at Fort Gregg but at
many other locations throughout the park. In
Chapter Two, “Management Prescriptions
Common to All Action Alternatives” on page 61,
the park proposes a considerable amount of
planning and coordinating with local
jurisdictions and partners interested in a larger,
regional signage endeavor to address this issue.
The park will seek financial support for a
Transportation Planning Study funded through
the United States Department of Transportation,
Federal Lands Highway Program to assist these
endeavors.   



A
PPE

N
D

IX
118

COMMENT • LETTERS RESPONSE • LETTERS



A
PPE

N
D

IX
119

COMMENT • LETTERS RESPONSE • LETTERS

The park recognizes the significance of the
battle of Old Men and Young Boys on June 9,
1864 in relation to the siege of Petersburg,
Virginia during the Civil War.  The story
associated with this battle will most assuredly
be part of the interpretative offerings provide to
the public by Petersburg National Battlefield.
The Draft GMP/EIS is not intended to provide
information on all the battles or stories that
might be considered in the future.  When the
Final GMP/EIS is approved, the park’s Long
Range Interpretive Plan will be revised to
include expanded themes, new stories and
potential sites.  A brief description of the battle
has been added in the Final GMP/EIS in
Chapter one, A Brief History of Petersburg.
Park staff are telling that story of the June 9th
Battle of Old Men and Young Boys and will
continue to do so in the future.  Traditionally,
the Ladies Memorial Association of Petersburg
has held its annual June 9th ceremony at
Blandford Church and the park has been active
in participating with it by providing at least
seven speakers throughout the years.  Park staff
can provide you with a list of at least a dozen
instances of Petersburg National Battlefield
perpetuating the June 9th story including the
publication of a full-length scholarly book on
the battle (1989) with the maps being produced
by our park historian.
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As noted under the Scoping: Public
Workshops section in Chapter 5, the summary
of these meetings in the Draft GMP/EIS does
not provide a full accounting of the many
organizations that participated and spoke on
behalf of their memberships.  The NPS GMP
Planning Team and park staff facilitated these
workshops and considered in the evaluation of
comments that many individuals and
organizations advocated for greater
representation of the June 9 battle.
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Thank you for your comments.
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The park recognizes the significance of the
battle of Old Men and Young Boys on June 9,
1864  in relation to the siege of Petersburg,
Virginia during the Civil War.  The story
associated with this battle will most assuredly
be part of the interpretative offerings provide
to the public by Petersburg National
Battlefield.  The Draft GMP/EIS is not
intended to provide information on all the
battles or stories that might be considered in
the future.  When the Final GMP/EIS is
approved, the park’s Long Range Interpretive
Plan will be revised to include expanded
themes, new stories and potential sites.  A brief
description of the battle has been added in the
Final GMP/EIS in Chapter one, A Brief
History of Petersburg. 
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The process for determining the epicenters for
Alternatives B, C and D is detailed on pages 
21-36 in the Draft GMP/EIS.  Much time and
effort was put into the process by members of
the park staff and others. With the Petersburg
Campaign being fought over 176 square miles
(100,000+ acres), park staff looked hard at what
met NPS criteria for preservation. Numerous
sites were looked at and evaluated for their
integrity, interpretability and feasibility.  Using
the Congressionally appointed Civil War Sites
Advisory Commission’s (CWSAC) report as a
starting point, park staff actually expanded the
initial “core” and “study” areas to be more
inclusive for each battlefield.  Using current
scholarship produced since that report and
Geographic Information System (GIS) technology,
park staff produced individual maps for each 
of the Class “A” and “B” designated battlefields.
These maps were further analyzed and assessed
in a park produced document (01/13/02) titled:
“Petersburg National Battlefield, Land Protection

Report, Assessment of Integrity.” The park did
consider including these detailed epicenter
maps in the Draft GMP/EIS, but dismissed 
the idea because of increasing the size of the
document and costs.  These maps are available
for review at the park.  In 2002, park staff
consulted with well-known and published
historians William Glenn Robertson, 
Edwin C. Bearss, William C. Davis, 
Dr. Richard J. Sommers, Noah Andre Trudeau,
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Dr. Gary Gallagher, Dr. James I. Robertson,
David W. Lowe (ABPP), and Dr. Steven Anders
(Fort Lee) on matters related to historical
accuracy.  Having the Draft GMP/EIS posted on
the park’s web site has also allowed a national
audience access to the document.

Should the environmentally preferred alternative,
“Alternative D” ultimately be chosen, those lands
we have identified in our plan will be vigorously
defended against adverse actions upon them.
Park staff objected in writing to the “S
Alternative” of the Southeast High-Speed Rail,
Draft Tier I, Environmental Impact Statement
proposal that would intrude upon the lands
where the Battle of Hatchers Run and the Picket
Line Attack were fought.  Park staff will continue
to object to other potential adverse impacts to all
lands identified for protection in the Final
GMP/EIS.  
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The park recognizes the significance of the
battle of Old Men and Young Boys on June 9,
1864  in relation to the siege of Petersburg,
Virginia during the Civil War.  The story
associated with this battle will most assuredly
be part of the interpretative offerings provide
to the public by Petersburg National
Battlefield.  The Draft GMP/EIS is not
intended to provide information on all the
battles or stories that might be considered in
the future.  When the Final GMP/EIS is
approved, the park’s Long Range Interpretive
Plan will be revised to include expanded
themes, new stories and potential sites.  A brief
description of the battle has been added in the
Final GMP/EIS in Chapter one, A Brief
History of Petersburg.

The 257 acres adjoining Flank and Defense
Roads were transferred to the City of
Petersburg in 1973.  The NPS superintendent at
the time felt that the existing trench lines and
environs had lost their historic integrity as a
result of encroachments by single family
homes and businesses.  Congress agreed with
the superintendent and passed legislation to
permit the divestiture.  As a covenant to the
transfer of title, the City of Petersburg agreed
to take on the  responsibility for the care
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and maintenance of the greenways and
roadways and that they would…..”maintain the
earthworks, fortification, and park-like
character of the lands to be transferred.”    
The NPS will not seek to re-acquire these
lands.  The issue of integrity of the resources,
the basis of the original divestiture, is more
valid than ever. The park has provided
technical assistance to the City on several
occasions for the management of these lands
and will continue to do so.  The park
appreciates and applauds your interest in
seeking to stabilize, preserve and interpret
these remaining resources.   
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The cost formulas for staffing were based on
typical operational requirements to manage the
park at the “full build-out” scenario.  All dollar
amounts, including land acquisition costs are in
2002 dollars.  Those costs would be adjusted
over time in accordance with rise (or fall) of the
Consumer Price Index (CPI).  Consequently, we
did not attempt to project costs 10-15 years in
advance.  The costs are modest when you factor
in the existing park operating budget (in 2002,
$2,236,000/yr).  Alternatives B & D put more
staff in the field for law enforcement,
maintenance and interpretation and resource
management, while Alternative C places staffing
in visitor centers, museums and for technical
assistance, but spends more on exhibit
development, movies, furniture, etc.  The full
build-out scenario will take years to achieve and
staffing will be added according to the rate of
land acquisition, infrastructure development and
inversely with the degree of success with
partnerships.    As you have noted, some staffing
costs seem disproportionate.  Even though
Alternatives B & D seek to preserve the same
number of acres of battlefields, what ultimately
will occur under each alternative on each of
those landscapes dictates the staffing levels
applied.  In other words, there will be minimal
NPS staffing on the landscapes under Alternative
B.  Under this alternative, the park focuses on
preserving battlefields and works  with partners
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to interpret and maintain them. Alternative B,
could arguably rely more heavily on “preservation
easements” with landowners and interpretative
panels (wayside exhibits) for on site interpretation,
while Alternative D may place more maintenance
staff on land owned in Fee, more interpreters on
site to provide talks and walks and a correspondingly
higher degree of law enforcement coverage to
protect visitors and federally owned resources.  

The park anticipates working with a variety
of partners to reduce development and land
acquisition costs.  Park staff have working
relationships with notable land preservation
organizations, including the Civil War
Preservation Trust, The Conservation Fund, the
National Park Foundation, Izaak Walton League
and the Virginia Outdoors Foundation.  Working
together, considerable progress has been made in
preserving nationally significant Civil War
battlefields such as: Reams Station, White Oak
Road, Hatchers Run, and Five Forks.  Although,
the NPS may never own all or most of these
properties, working with partners helps ensure
that these lands are preserved for the
understanding and enjoyment of this and 
future generations.  
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Park staff spent considerable time analyzing the
utility and function of existing visitor centers/
visitor contact stations verses building new ones,
but a specific cost study was not developed.  The
decision to rehabilitate the existing visitor center
and other park buildings instead of constructing
new facilities was guided through NPS policy and
the recommendation of the Congressional
Appropriations Committee. 

In the Draft GMP/EIS on page 19, the NPS
acknowledges there are significant problems at
Petersburg National Battlefield in way-finding,
access and signage at many locations throughout
the park. In Chapter Two, “Management
Prescriptions Common to All Action
Alternatives” on page 61, the park proposes a
considerable amount of planning and
coordinating with local jurisdictions and partners
interested in a larger, regional signage endeavor to
address this issue.  The park will seek financial
support for a Transportation Planning Study
funded through the United States Department of
Transportation, Federal Lands Highway Program
to assist these endeavors.   
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Thank you for your comments.
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Thank you for your comments.
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There are no designated National Park Service
(NPS) parking spaces at either the Gowan or
Pennsylvania monuments.  This is because the
property surrounding each monument is not
owned by the NPS. Park staff has been taking
tours to each stop for over 24 years and have
never had the City of Petersburg or any local
businesses in the surrounding area voice an
objection. The Pennsylvania Monument guard
rail was repaired in early spring 2003 as a result
of a vehicle accident, and then it was hit again
last winter.  In order to protect the monument,
“jersey barriers” were placed completely
around the monument on NPS property inside
the brass railings.  This action will afford
protection to the monument until we receive
funding to install architecturally sensitive
protective measures within the monument’s
curtilage.  The park is currently seeking funding,
approximately $250,000, to clean, repair and
restore all park monuments.  

The 257 acres adjoining Flank and Defense
Roads were transferred to the City of
Petersburg in 1973.  The NPS superintendent at
the time felt that the existing trench lines and
environs had lost their historic integrity as a
result of encroachments by single family homes
and businesses.  Congress agreed with the
superintendent and passed legislation to permit
the divestiture.  
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As a covenant to the transfer of title, the City of
Petersburg agreed to take on the responsibility
for the care and maintenance of the greenways
and roadways and that they would…..
”maintain the earthworks, fortification, and
park-like character of the lands to be
transferred.”    The NPS will not seek to re-
acquire these lands.  The issue of integrity of the
resources, the basis of the original divestiture, is
more valid than ever. The park has provided
technical assistance to the City on several
occasions for the management of these lands
and will continue to do so.

In the Draft GMP/EIS on page 19, the NPS
acknowledges there are significant problems 
at Petersburg National Battlefield in way-
finding, access and signage, not just at Fort
Gregg but at many other locations throughout
the park. In Chapter Two, “Management
Prescriptions Common to All Action Alternatives”
on page 61, the park proposes a considerable
amount of planning and coordinating with local
jurisdictions and partners interested in a larger,
regional signage endeavor to address this issue.
The park will seek financial support for 
a Transportation Planning Study funded
through the United States Department of
Transportation, Federal Lands Highway
Program to assist these endeavors.   
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The park recognizes the significance of the
battle of Old Men and Young Boys on June 9,
1864  in relation to the siege of Petersburg,
Virginia during the Civil War.  The story
associated with this battle will most assuredly
be part of the interpretative offerings provide
to the public by Petersburg National
Battlefield.  The Draft GMP/EIS is not
intended to provide information on all the
battles or stories that might be considered in
the future.  When the Final GMP/EIS is
approved, the park’s Long Range Interpretive
Plan will be revised to include expanded
themes, new stories and potential sites.  
A brief description of the battle has been
added in the Final GMP/EIS in Chapter one,
A Brief History of Petersburg. 
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The naming of the “Home Front” as a proposed
designation for the new management unit has
been carefully analyzed by park staff.  To cover
all the themes proposed in the GMP, park staff
felt this was an appropriate name to carry out
this comprehensive tasking.  According to The
American Heritage Dictionary of the English
Language (2000), HOME FRONT means: “The
civilian population or civilian activities of a
country at war.”  Park staff analyzed other
proposed names, such as “The Besieged City” or
“The City Besieged.” and felt these and others
would not adequately encompass all of the
themes that might be covered and some actually
would have excluded them. Themes in Old Town
Petersburg will cover at least a thirty-year time
span from 1850 – 1880, rather than just a nine and
one half month period implied by “The Besieged
City.”  Understandably, from the point-of-view of
the city’s Tourism Department, an appealing
label is important to attract visitors to the
proposed partnership visitor contact station.
But, until a more suitable label is identified, “The
Home Front” is the most inclusive for the park’s
administrative needs.   When coupled with the
new Petersburg Campaign designations of “The
Eastern Front,” and “The Western Front,” there
should be no misunderstanding by the visitors as
to what “The Home Front’s” story will be all
about.  Park staff are not opposed to finding a
better label but as yet, feel “The Home Front”
serves that purpose most adequately.  
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Thank you for your comments.

Subject:  Draft Management Plan
Author: rjcmvaz@juno.com
Date: 08/06/2004

Having found out about the call for comments only yesterday, my
comments will be brief in order to meet the deadline.  It would seem that
from the many stories that I have heard from my good friend and
colleague Col. James L. Morrison, Jr. about the importance of Petersburg,
VA in the Civil War struggle that Alternative D would be warranted.  
Col. Morrison is a native of Petersburg and a widely recognized Civil War
historian.  Thank you for this opportunity to provide input on this very
important matter. 
Sincerely, Richard J. Clark, Ph.D.

Subject: 
Comments on Petersburg National Battlefield GMP
Author:  kenconserv@charter.net
Date: 0726/2004

Dear Sirs,
Please accept this as my official comment on the Draft General
Management Plan for the Petersburg National Battlefield. As a descendent
of several Civil War veterans and a frequent visitor to Virginia, I speak as
one of many Americans deeply concerned for the future of our remaining
Civil War battlefields. Petersburg is a national treasure, hallowed ground,
and must be adequately preserved as a memorial to those who fought so
bravely and for future generations.

I strongly support Alternative D: The Landscapes Tell the Stories. The
first priority of the National Park Service must be the preservation of the
most important 7,238 acres of battlefield lands that remain unprotected. If
these are lost to development, as they certainly will if left unprotected, the
integrity of the entire battlefield will be greatly diminished. Restoring the
landscapes to their appearance during the war will create an enormously
compelling setting in which visitors will connect emotionally and
spiritually with the momentous events that occurred in Petersburg. Please
keep me informed as you conclude this planning process and reach a final
decision. Thank you. Ken Goldsmith
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Thank you for your comments.Subject:  Comments on the Draft General Management Plan for
Petersburg NB
Author:  lheyd@txi.com
Date: 08/06/2004

Dear Mr. Kirby:
This email provides comments on the draft General Management Plan
(GMP) for the Petersburg National Battlefield.  This email presents
comments from Chaparral Steel Company, Chaparral (Virginia) Inc. and
Brookhollow Virginia, Inc. (collectively referred to as Chaparral Steel). As
you are aware, Chaparral Steel owns property in Dinwiddie County, some of
which is adjacent to Petersburg National Battlefield property along Flank
Road between Church Road (Highway 672) and Halifax Road (Highway
604).

We applaud your efforts to develop a GMP that can be used as a guide to
preserve and protect the unique cultural resources, interpret them for the
public and provide appropriate development.  The vision provided by the
GMP will be valuable to the National Park Service and also to other
individuals and organizations.

We support Alternative D of the four management alternatives presented in
the draft GMP.  This alternative is the most comprehensive and would
provide enhanced protection and preservation of resources.  This alternative
also gives visitors to the area more opportunities to learn about the Civil War
and experience the landscapes and geography of the battles.

This alternative would significantly expand the amount of land preserved.
We think that the National Park Service should encourage the donation of
land and seek funding to purchase property from willing sellers.  We would
strongly object to the use of condemnation as a means of obtaining land.  
We also support the use of easements as a way to preserve property.  We will
note that we have placed an easement on a portion of our property adjacent
to the Petersburg National Battlefield.  This land is denoted as ‘Protected by
Others’ in the GMP, since the Civil War Preservation Trust holds this
easement.
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Thank you for your comments.

We feel that the primary emphasis within Alternative D should be centered
geographically on the City of Petersburg.  We urge the National Park Service
continue to work with the City of Petersburg to enhance the Old Towne
Petersburg area as a valuable resource to visitors and local citizens.  We would
prefer that resources be allocated to areas in and near the City of Petersburg
with relatively less emphasis on City Point and Five Forks.  

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments, and continue to applaud
your efforts to preserve significant places in our nation’s history. 
Sincerely, Lawrence Heyd, Environmental Manager

Subject: Park plan
Author:  JLAFRAMBOISE@KSHS.ORG
Date: 07/07/2004

Expanding the park's boundary is an important and necessary investment in
the future of the site and could have economic benefits. Suburban sprawl has
become a threat. If we do not act today, Petersburg is in danger of becoming a
green median strip surrounded by sprawl and traffic. Adding unprotected
acres is a timely thing to do.
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Subject: Preservation
Author:  jrjohnson555@lworld.net
Date: 07/16/2004

I support all efforts to preserve Petersburg battlefield and save it from
becoming another Manassas. 
J.R .Johnson 

Thank you for your comments.

Thank you for your comments.

Subject:  Land acquisition
Author: rlevin@ymail.yu.edu
Date: 08/04/2004

As a frequent visitor to civil war battlefields, I strongly urge the NPS to
acquire the much needed 7,000 + acres of land to protect such an
important site for future generations.  
Thanks. Ross Levin

Thank you for your comments.

Subject: Petersburg National Battlefield 
Author:  jml110833@msn.com
Date: 08/04/2004

Please preserve Petersburg with Dignity. It means so much to those of us
who had Relatives to fight and die in that Battlefield. We have nothing
without our History. 
Jim Lambert Dothan, Alabama
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Thank you for your comments.Subject: Please expand boundary and interpretation at Petersburg NB
Author:  lishchris@yahoo.com
Date: 08/06/2004

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Petersburg General
Management Plan.  I strongly support proposals to expand the park’s
boundary by at least 7,238 acres, and to expand its interpretive themes to
include more information on the roles of African Americans and of women
in the Petersburg Campaign.

This boundary expansion goal is reasonable, given that it represents a subset
of remaining unprotected lands related to the campaign.  An expanded park
with enhanced interpretation will benefit the region by attracting more, and
more diverse, visitors to the park.  And while photographs, brochures, films,
and other media are useful tools for educating the public about the stories
and significance of Petersburg, nothing compares to the impact on a visitor
from moving through the landscapes of history, being able to imagine
historic events without having to imagine away modern intrusions.  I would
also encourage the park to hire enough interpretive rangers to educate
visitors about the site’s significance.  I have always found attending ranger
programs to be more memorable and as informative, if not more so, than
non-personal informational panels.

I will also be urging my members of Congress to support legislation to
expand the boundary, and to provide funding to enable the Park Service to
protect lands inside the expanded boundary for park purposes, as soon as
possible.  The integrity of the land will only diminish if left unprotected, and
the cost of protecting it will only increase with the passage of time.  Thank
you for your consideration of my comments. Please let me know how you
intend to proceed on this issue.  I look forward to your response.  Please
respond by e-mail if possible. 
Sincerely, Christopher Lish



A
PPE

N
D

IX
152

COMMENT • ELECTRONIC MAIL RESPONSE • ELECTRONIC MAIL

Subject:  Sierra Club Comments on GMP
Author: erthshr@comcast.net
Date: 08/06/2004

Dear Superintendent Kirby:
The Falls of the James Group Sierra Club, local to your area, is
recommending Alternative D be selected.  This selection will afford the
greatest exposure to the general populace to the wonders and the vistas
that will comprise the Western Front, greatly ignored to date. 

Whereas, we realize there will be modification of the current landscapes
to attain viewsheds more consistent with the period, however, having
studied your documentation of environmental, agricultural, wetland and
other impacts, we feel the historical significance of the changes will be
worthwhile to bring the visitor "to the moment."  Additionally, the comfort
stations will also enhance the experience for the visitor.

There are additional local concerns that must be addressed during the
selection phase that have been voiced by local historians and members of
the public for protections of places not currently mapped by the National
Park Service.  In addressing environmental concerns, we keep
"discovering" these sites and earthworks in need of identification,
mapping, and conservation. Fortunately, we are also finding individuals
willing to help to conserve and additionally share their small treasures
with the public. As you indicate "The sites of the 
Western Front have been cut off from their larger battlefields and have
experienced extensive deforestation, but there has  been minimal physical
dismantling of the fortifications."    Please plan to address in Alternative D
the cooperative efforts of local homeowners, the county, and
Conservation Elements such as the Civil War Preservation Trust to
preserve these treasures as they are encountered.  Meanwhile, citizens and
the Sierra Club will continue to work to ensure they are documented and
entered onto a DISTRICT nomination for the future.
Sincerely, Diana C. Parker, Conservation Chair 

Under “Common to All Action Alternatives” in
Chapter 2, park staff would encourage private
landowners to pursue other mechanisms, such
as preservation easements, to protect the
historic resources contained on their
properties. The park anticipates working with a
variety of partners to reduce development and
land acquisition costs.  Park staff have working
relationships with notable land preservation
organizations, including the Civil War
Preservation Trust, The Conservation Fund, the
National Park Foundation, Izaak Walton League
and the Virginia Outdoors Foundation.
Working together, considerable progress has
been made in preserving nationally significant
Civil War battlefields such as: Reams Station,
White Oak Road, Hatchers Run, and Five Forks.
Although, the NPS may never own all or most
of these properties, working with partners helps
ensure that these lands are preserved for the
understanding and enjoyment of this and future
generations.  
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Subject:  battlefield interpretation
Author: pettusrob@cavtel.net
Date: 06/15/2004
Please steer the upcoming discussion regarding long term management so
that the men who fought there are the focus NOT some currently popular
sociological discussion. 
Best Regards, Robert Pettus, Native Virginia

Subject:  Support of GMP
Author:  Redferniii9@aol.com
Date: 08/08/2004

Dear Sir:
As President of the High Street Association, Petersburg, I attended a brief
on the General Management Plan by Mr. Kirby, and have reviewed the
Draft GMP, dated March 2004.  I fully support Alternative D. 
Respectfully, Tom Redfern

Subject: The best way to protect Petersburg Battlefield
Author:  jane_rigney@timemagazine.com
Date: 08/05/2004

I am writing to ask you to retain the integrity of this site and honor the
more than 150,000 soldiers who fought here, as well as all the civilians
impacted by the siege. I urge you to adopt proposals to extend the park
boundary by 7,238 acres and include more information on the roles of
African Americans and of women in the campaign. Thank you for reading
my message. 
Very sincerely yours, Jane Rigney

Thank you for your comments.

Thank you for your comments.

Thank you for your comments.
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Thank you for your comments.Subject: GMP
Author: williamshiner@earthlink.net
Date: 08/05/2004

Hope it is not too late for input regarding the draft GMP.  I favor the
expansion of the boundaries to include the sites of significance around
Petersburg.  I realize that many of the major sites have been destroyed 
(“Fort Hell”, for instance) and others are threatened with development or
are otherwise in jeopardy.  I also favor enhanced interpretation of the events
and sites relative to Petersburg during the Civil War. 
Dr. J. W. Shiner, Max Meadows, VA
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Subject: GMP
Author: wildbill@sillysports.com
Date: 08/05/2004

Dear Mr. Kirby,
Enclosed find my comments regarding the National Park Service’s
proposed General Management Proposal for the Petersburg National
Battlefield Park. My passion for the War Between the States spans over 40
years.  I am an associate member of SCV Camp 1506 and a Confederate
Reenactor as well. As such, an historical preservation effort would
normally meet with my enthusiastic approval. However, a few things come
to mind:First, folks I know who’ve visited the Petersburg Battlefield Park
tell me stories of it being “run-down” in certain areas,  i.e., 4 foot high
grass, buildings in run-down condition, etc. The Petersburg campaign
covers almost a 40-mile long area. If maintaining Park Service land is
difficult now, how much more difficult will it be to maintain more land
and more visitor areas? My question would be then, is there money
available for such a large project as you describe in the GMP proposal? Or
perhaps, will new areas be acquired, at the cost of letting old areas
deteriorate or pass out of Park Service hands entirely?Second, I found the
absence of the “9th of June” scenario disturbing. You’ll pardon me, but I
an associate member of an SCV camp, a confederate reenactor, and I’ve
been what you might call a southern sympathizer since the age of 10. Not
only is the absence of this historical event disturbing to those whose
interests focus on the south, but I believe it ignores what the general public
is looking for as well. If the public is looking, as you seem to imply, for
human interest stories, then it would seem to me that the visiting public
would be quite interested in the motivations of 125 old men and boys who
went out shouldering 50 year old muskets to confront a union cavalry
force 10 times their number.  

Third, the Petersburg Campaign spans 9 months and a huge area. It would
be impossible for the Park Service to render a “presentation” of this event
without expanding its role to cooperation with privately owned parks and
museums, as well as the City of Petersburg itself. If the bombardment 

Much of the tall grass you see in the park these
days reflects a new stratagem of battlefield
maintenance.  Where earthen fortifications once
stood, the park now allows the grass to grow as a
way of delineating the outline of those
structures.  Since we cannot remove all of the
vegetation to approximate the appearance
during the Campaign, the grass is allowed to
grow where it has not done so before.   The
completion of this GMP will ultimately place
this park in a much better position to compete
for appropriated and programmatic funds, thus
greatly enhancing all aspects of the park.  

The park recognizes the significance of the
battle of Old Men and Young Boys on June 9,
1864  in relation to the siege of Petersburg,
Virginia during the Civil War.  The story
associated with this battle will most assuredly be
part of the interpretative offerings provide to the
public by Petersburg National Battlefield.  The
Draft GMP/EIS is not intended to provide
information on all the battles or stories that
might be considered in the future.  When the
Final GMP/EIS is approved, the park’s Long
Range Interpretive Plan will be revised to
include expanded themes, new stories and
potential sites.  A brief description of the battle
has been added in the Final GMP/EIS in
Chapter one, A Brief History of Petersburg.
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endured by the citizens is to be documented, then it would seem to me that
the Park Service would have to include some kind of stop for visitors within
the limits of the Old Town itself.Fourth: I am pleased that you included the
role of African Americans who supported the South in your presentations. I
would hope to see mention of such individuals as Phillip Slaughter and Dick
Poplar in those presentations. Those who would seek to demonize the South
often oversimplify Black participation in the War Between the States. In
point of fact, black sympathies were often as confused and conflicted as
those of their white counterparts. Finally, while my love of history would
ordinarily spark my enthusiasm with regard to your efforts, the fact that the
Park Service’s revised presentations at its Civil War battlefield parks stem
from legislation introduced by Jesse Jackson Jr. (D-Ill), in 2000, is to me,
troubling at best.  It is clear from Mr. Jackson’s “foreword” in the National
Park Service’s online Book, “Rally on the High Ground”,
http://www.cr.nps.gov/history/online_books/rthg/chap1.htm, that he seeks to
use the power of his office and “the force of law”, to mandate that his own
“perspective” of the Civil War be presented in national battlefield parks.
However, those parks are the domains of the taxpayers, many of which do
not share his views. Mr. Jackson stated, ”…As I sought and probed answers
to very difficult questions from some members of the National Park Service,
many of those who did not know I was a member of Congress, informed me
that in order to change their opinion about what they saw and did, it would
take nothing less than an act of Congress. So, less than one session later, I
have given those folks their act of Congress. Now let me try to tell you my
perspective once again. This time with the force of the law…”.It is also clear
that Mr. Jackson has an agenda, one quite apart from the presentation of
history for example, I do not see what the concept of reparations for slavery
has to do with national battlefield park presentations?  “….From the African
Americans' perspective, it would be perceived and considered a down
payment on reparations…”Apparently, Mr. Jackson has never read Robert
Penn Warren, who, more than 40 years ago said, “The Civil War is America’s
FELT history, that is not to say, that all Americans FEEL it in exactly the same
way”.  As an American, Mr. Jackson is entitled to his “feelings” regarding the
Civil War. He is not entitled to impose his “Feelings” on the rest of us, and
certainly not at taxpayers’ expense.Since the details of exactly how the new
presentations will be presented are absent in the Petersburg GMP, I would
hope that the Park Service would keep Mr. Warren’s observation in mind,
leaving all Americans to “feel” as they will. Regards, William P.
VallanteAssociate Member, SCV Camp 1506, Reenactor, 9th Va. Co. C.  
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Subject:  GMP/EIS Comments
Author:  petgcurator@earthlink.net
Date: 08/06/2004

From: Laura Willoughby, Curator of Collections, Petersburg Museums, City
of Petersburg, 15 W. Bank St., Petersburg, VA 23803.

Alternative D best preserves battlefields by expanding the boundaries to 7,
238 acres. Simultaneously, the added focus on the cultural landscape would
increase awareness and interest in preservation of buildings and historical
landscapes among residents and business owners in and adjacent to the
areas of impact, especially in Old Town Petersburg.

Alternatives C & D would provide visitors with the best opportunity to
experience the Petersburg Campaign, especially alternative C's emphasis on
utilizing interactive and animated programs, interpretive tools and staff. The
expanded facilities included in alternative C & D would best orient visitors
to the park (and other local) resources, especially with the addition of a
centralized visitor contact station in Old Town Petersburg.

Again, alternatives C & D maximize the potential for partnerships, 
especially with the City of Petersburg's museum and tourism staff, in the
management of facilities and dissemination of information, especially
concerning the utilization of resources used to interpret the home front in
Old Town Petersburg. Life on the home front is already the focus of a
permanent exhibit at the Siege Museum in Old Town. The exhibit is in need
of updated interpretive information, more interactive and visual activities
and additional artifacts that convey the history and experience of the siege
and daily life on the home front. With a re-installation of the exhibit and new
interpretive materials, the Siege Museum could become the central
exhibition and resource center for visitors interested in learning about life on
the home front. It would be beneficial for the staff of the Petersburg
Museums and the staff of the Petersburg National Battlefield to share
information on artifacts and archival material held by each organization,
especially those that pertain to the siege of Petersburg. Joint preservation,
conservation, and documentation of artifacts and archives pertaining to the
siege would improve scholars' access to archival information and the 

Thank you for your comments.



collections. In addition, the expertise of the staff of both organizations
could be utilized to create an updated dynamic exhibition on life on the
home front at the Siege Museum.  

Additionally, the opportunities for partnerships between museum and park
staff on public relations and marketing, especially for group tours and
additional educational programs would increase the visibility of both
organizations within and outside of the community.

Subject: Draft Management
Author:  scv1610@aol.com
Date: 06/27/2004

Dear Superintendent Kirby, 
Direct and to the point. I love the Cockade City. Recently I had the pleasure
of touring Mr. Reinhard Dearing, Chief Administrative Officer, Slidell,
Louisiana and descendant of General James Dearing around the city. Mr.
Dearing was humbled by all the history we have and stated repeatedly that
he wished he, in a volunteer capacity, could take over the tourism and
enhance the city's tourist attractions. He was somewhat dismayed that the
Draft Management Plan, instead of emphasizing Petersburg's attractions,
was shifting emphasis to General Grant's logistics base at City Point and
the ending of the Petersburg Campaign at Five Forks. He was also appalled
that the interpretive centers on the Crater tour placed little emphasis on the
bravery of soldiers, both North and South, and focused on brutalities to
black soldiers. The relinquishment of previous park property entrusted to
their care for preservation was also of major concern. One need only look
at the thousands of black soldier deaths inflicted by General Benjamin
Butler in the Dutch Gap canal venture to see where the true savagery of the
black Union soldiers took place. As a member of a local Sons of
Confederate Veterans Camp, I have worked diligently to enhance the cities
recognition of its role in history. Memorial Day services, care of Blandford,
Bethel, and Ettrick cemeteries have taken over my life since retiring from 42
plus years of service with the Department of Defense. An upcoming
initiative is a grave marker dedication for one of Petersburg's own, 
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Richard "Dick" Poplar, a black Confederate who served his nation well.
There can only be one acceptable alternative among the four being
considered. Petersburg MUST be the focal point of any consideration. One
need only visit Gettysburg, Pennsylvania to envision what this focus can
mean to this economically depressed area. The National Park Service's
dedication to preservation, so evident at Gettysburg, in the past has been
sadly lacking here. Thank you for your ongoing work as Superintendent
and for your dedication to ensuring public input to the Draft GMP/EIS. 
Sincerely, David L. Wright 

Subject: Petersburg General Management Plan
Author:  
Date: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Petersburg
General Management Plan. I strongly support proposals to expand the
park's boundary by at least 7,238 acres, and to expand its interpretive
themes to include more information on the roles of African Americans and
of women in the Petersburg Campaign.This boundary expansion goal is
reasonable, even conservative, given that it represents a subset of remaining
unprotected lands related to the campaign. An expanded park with
enhanced interpretation will benefit the region by attracting more, and
more diverse, visitors to the park. And while photographs, brochures, films,
and other media are useful tools for educating the public about the stories
and significance of Petersburg, nothing compares to the impact on a visitor
from moving through the landscapes of history, being able to imagine
historic events without having to imagine away modern intrusions.I urge
members of Congress and other officials to support legislation to expand
the boundary, and to provide funding to enable the Park Service to protect
lands inside the expanded boundary for park purposes, as soon as possible.
The integrity of the land will only diminish, and the cost of protecting it
will only increase, with the passage of time.

The park received  904 form letters generated
through a “Call to Action” placed on the
National Parks Conservation Association
website.  A list of names is available at the
park for review.



A
PPE

N
D

IX
160

COMMENT • COMMENT SHEETS RESPONSE • COMMENT SHEETS

The process for determining the battlefields for
Alternatives B, C and D is detailed on pages 21-36
in the Draft GMP/EIS. With the Petersburg
Campaign being fought over 176 square miles
(100,000+ acres), park staff looked hard at what
met NPS criteria for preservation. Of the 100,000
acres, only 23,000 acres still retained its historical
integrity.  Recognizing that the preservation of
23,000 acres by the NPS is unrealistic, park staff
used the Civil War Sites Advisory Commission’s
Class “A” and “B” designated battlefields only for
the boundary expansion. Many of the nationally
significant battlefields in northern Dinwiddie
County are Class “C’ and “D” battlefields. 

The NPS is committed to working with partners
to ensure that these battlefields in Dinwiddie
County are preserved for the understanding and
enjoyment of this and future generations.  Park
staff encourage private landowners and
Dinwiddie County to pursue other mechanisms,
such as preservation easements, to protect the
historic resources contained on these properties.
Working relationships with notable land
preservation organizations, including the Civil
War Preservation Trust, The Conservation Fund,
the National Park Foundation, Izaak Walton
League and the Virginia Outdoors Foundation
have led to considerable progress in preserving
nationally significant Civil War battlefields such
as: Reams Station, White Oak Road, Hatchers
Run, and Five Forks.  
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An Act To provide for 
the inspection of the battle
fields of the siege 
of Petersburg Virginia
approved February 11 l925
(43 Stat. 866).

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled. That a
commission is hereby created, to be
composed of the following members, who
shall be appointed by the Secretary of War:
(1) A commissioned officer of the Corps of

Engineers, United States Army;
(2) A veteran of the Civil War, who served

honorably in the military forces of the 
United States: and

(3) A veteran of the Civil War, who served 
honorably in the military forces of the 
Confederate States of America.

SEC. 2. In appointing the members of the
commission created by Section 1 of this Act 
the Secretary of War shall, as far as
practicable, select persons familiar with the
terrain of the battle fields of the siege of
Petersburg, Virginia and the historical events
associated therewith.

SEC. 3. It shall be the duty of the commission,
acting under the direction of the Secretary
of War to inspect the battlefields of the siege 
of Petersburg, Virginia in order to ascertain 
the feasibility of preserving and marking for
historical and professional military study such
fields. The commission shall submit a report

of its findings to the Secretary of War not
later than December 1, 1925.

SEC. 4 There is authorized to be
appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasure not otherwise appropriated,
expenses, in the sum of $3,000 in order to
carry out the provisions of this Act. 

An Act To establish a national military
park at the battle fields of the siege 
of Petersburg, Virginia approved 
July 3, 1926 (44 Stat. 822).

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United Sates of
America in Congress assembled, That in
order to commemorate the campaign and
siege and defense of Petersburg, Virginia, in
1864 and 1865 and to preserve for historical
purposes the breastworks, earthworks, walls,
or other defenses or shelters used by the
armies therein, the battle fields at Petersburg,
in the State of Virginia, are hereby declared 
a national military park whenever the title 
to the same shall have been acquired by
the United States by donation and the usual
jurisdiction over the lands and roads of the
same shall have been granted to the United
States by the State Of Virginia that is to say,
one hundred and eighty five acres or so
much thereof as the Secretary of War may
deem necessary in and about the city of
Petersburg. State of Virginia.  
(16 U.S.C. 432).

SEC. 2. That the Secretary of War is hereby
authorized to accept, on behalf of the United
States, donations of lands, interests therein,

APPENDIX B

Enabling Legislation
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or rights pertaining, thereto required for the
Petersburg National Military Park. 
(16 U.S.C. 423a)

SEC. 3. The affairs of the Petersburg National
Military Park shall, subject to the supervision
and direction of the Secretary of War, be in
charge of three commissioners, consisting 
of Army officers, civilians, or both, to be
appointed by the Secretary of War, one of
whom shall be designated as chairman and
another as secretary of the commission. 
(16 U.S.C. 423b)

SEC. 4. It shall be the duties of the
commissioners, under the direction of the
Secretary of War, to superintend the opening
or repair of such roads as may be necessary
to the purposes of the park, and to ascertain
and mark with historical tablets or otherwise,
as the Secretary of War may determine, 
all breastworks, earthworks, walls, or other
defenses or shelters, lines of battle, location 
of troops, buildings, and other historical
points of interest within the park or in its
vicinity, and the said commission in
establishing the park shill have authority,
under the direction of the Secretary of War,
to employ such labor and service at rates to
be fixed by the Secretary of War, and to
obtain such supplies and materials as may be
necessary to carry out the provisions of this
Act. (16 U.S.C. 423c.)

SEC. 5. The commission, acting through the
Secretary of War, is authorized to receive
gifts and contributions from States,
Territories, societies, organizations, and
individuals for the Petersburg National
Military Park: Provided, That all
contributions of money received shall be
deposited in the Treasury of the United States
and credited to a fund to be designated
"Petersburg National Military Park Fund,"

such fund shall be applied to and expended
under the direction of the Secretary of War, for
carrying out the provisions of this Act. 
(16 U.S.C. 423d)

SEC. 6. It shall be lawful for the authorities 
of any State having had troops engaged at
Petersburg, to enter upon the lands and
approaches of the Petersburg National Military
Park for the purpose of ascertaining and
marking the lines of battle of troops engaged
therein: Provided, That before any such lines
are permanently designated, the position of the
lines and the proposed marking them by
monuments, tablets, or other wise, including
the design and inscription for the same, shall
be submitted to the Secretary of War and shall
first receive written approval of the Secretary,
which approval shall be based upon formal
written reports to be made to him in each case
by the commissioners of the park: Provided,
That no discrimination shall be made against
any State as to the manner of designating 
lines, but any grant made to any State by the
Secretary of War may be used by any other
State. (16 U.S.C. 423e)

SSEC. 7. If any person shall, except by
permission of the Secretary of War, destroy,
mutilate, deface, injure, or remove any
monument, column, statues, memorial
structures, or work of art that shall be erected
or placed upon the grounds of the park by
lawful authority, or shall destroy or remove 
any fence, railing, enclosure, or other work 
for the protection or ornament of said park 
or any portion thereof, or shall destroy, cut,
hack, bark, break down, or otherwise injure
any tree, bush, or shrubbery that may be
growing upon said park, or shall cut down 
or fell or remove any timber, battle relic, tree or
trees growing or being upon said park, or hunt
within the limits of the park, or shall remove or
destroy any breastworks, earthworks, walls, or 



APPENDIX 171

other defenses or shelter or any part thereof
constructed by the armies formerly engaged
in the battles on the lands or approaches to
the park, any person so offending and found
guilty thereof, before any United States
commissioner or court, justice of the peace 
of the county in which the offense may be
committed, or any other court of competent
jurisdiction, shall for each and every such
offense forfeit and pay a fine, in the
discretion of the said United States
commissioner or court, justice of the peace 
or other court, according to the aggravation 
of the offense, of not less than $5 nor more
than $500, one half for the use of the park
and the other half to the informant, to be
enforced and recovered before such United
States commissioner or court justice of the
peace or other court, in like manner as debts
of like nature are now by law recoverable in
the several counties where the offense may be
committed. (16 U.S.C. 423f)

SEC. 8. The Secretary of War, subject to the
approval of the President, shall have the
power to make and shall make all needful
rules and regulations for the care of the park,
and for the establishment and marking of
lines of battle and other historical features 
of the park (16 U.S.C. 423g)

SEC. 9. Upon completion of the acquisition 
of the land and the work of the commission,
the Secretary of War shall render a report
thereon to Congress, and thereafter the park
shall be placed in charge of a superintendent 
at a salary to be fixed y the Secretary of War
and paid out of the appropriation available 
for the maintenance of the park. 
(16 U.S.C. 423h)

SEC. 10. To enable the Secretary of War to
begin to carry out the provisions of this act,
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated

not more than the sum of $15,000, out of any
moneys in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated to be available until expended,
after the United States has acquired title, and
disbursements under this Act shall be annually
reported by the Secretary of War to Congress.
(See 16 U.S.C. 423i)

Excerpt from "An Act To authorize
appropriations for construction at military
posts, and for other purposes," approved
February 25, 1929 (45 Stat 1301,1305):
SEC. 4. That the Secretary of War be, and he is
hereby, authorized to transfer to the
Petersburg National Military Park such
portion of the Camp Lee Military Reservation,
Virginia, as in his discretion may be required
in connection with the establishment of the
Petersburg National Military Park, as
authorized in the Act of Congress approved
July 3, 1929.

An Act To add certain
surplus land to Petersburg
National Military Park,
Virginia, to define the
boundaries thereof, and for
other purposes, approved
September 7, 1949 
(63 Stat 691).
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled. 
That the Department of the Army is hereby
authorized and directed to transfer to the
Department of the Interior, without
reimbursement, two tracts of land, comprising
two hundred six acres, more or less, situated
on either side of Siege Road adjacent to
Petersburg National Military Park, Virginia.
Upon completion of such transfer all lands,
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interest in lands, and other property in
Federal ownership and under the
administration of the National Park Service 
as part of or in conjunction with Petersburg
National Military Park, in and about the city
of Petersburg, Virginia, and comprising one
thousand five hundred thirty-one acres, more
or less, upon publication of the description
thereof in the Federal Register by the
Secretary of the Interior shall constitute the
Petersburg National Military Park. 
(16 U.S.C. 423a-1)

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Interior is further
authorized to adjust the boundary of the
Petersburg National Military Park through
purchase, exchange, or transfer: Provided.
That in doing so the total area of the park 
will not be increased and that such changes
become effective upon publication of the
description thereof in the Federal Register 
by the Secretary of the Interior. 
(16 U.S.C. 423a-2).

An Act to change the name of the Petersburg
National Military Park, to provide for
acquisition of a portion of the Five Forks
Battlefield. and for other purposes, approved
August 24, 1962 (76 Stat 403). Be it enacted 
by the Senate and House of Representatives 
of the United States of America in Congress
assembled. That the Petersburg National
Military Park, established under authority
of the Act of July 3, 1906 (44 Stat. 423a-1, 
423b-423h), and enlarged pursuant to the 
Act of September 7, 1949 (63 Stat. 691; 
16 U.S.C. 423a-1, 423a-2), is predesignated 
the Petersburg National Battlefield.
SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Interior, in
furtherance of the purposes of the Acts
referred to in section 1 of this Act, may acquire
by purchase with donated or appropriated
funds, exchange, transfer, or by such other
means as he deems to be in the public interest,

not to exceed twelve hundred acres of land or
interests in land at the site 
of the Battle of Five Forks for addition to the
Petersburg National Battlefield. Lands and
interests in lands acquired by the Secretary
pursuant to this section shall, upon publication
of a description thereof in the Federal
Register, become a part of the Petersburg
National Battlefield, and thereafter shall be
administered by the Secretary of the Interior
in accordance with the provisions of the Act
entitled "An Act to establish a National Park
Service, and for other purposes,” approved
August 95, 1916 (39 Stat. 535; 16 U.S.C. 1, 2, 3), 
as amended and supplemented.

SEC. 3. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums, but not more than
$90,000, as are necessary to acquire land
pursuant to section 2 of this Act.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled,
TITLE III-ADDITION OF EPPES MANOR
TO PETERSBURG NATIONAL
BATTLEFIELD SEC. 313. 
(a) The Secretary is authorized to acquire 

the historic Eppes Manor, and such other 
lands adjacent thereto, not to exceed 
twenty-one acres, for addition to the 
Petersburg National Battlefield, as 
generally depicted on the map entitled 
"Petersburg National Battlefield, Virginia,”
numbered APMA 80,001, and dated 
May, 1978.

(b) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated not to exceed $2,200,000 
to carry out the purposes of this section.
Approved November 10, 1978. 
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Appendix C: 
Cost Estimates

This GMP is programmatic: that is, it gives
guidance in the form of management
prescriptions for future decision making
regarding resource protection,
interpretation, public use and development.
Therefore, the costs provided in this
appendix are indicative of the capital and
operational costs of implementing the
alternatives.  They are provided so that
reviewers can compare the general costs and
benefits of the GMP alternatives.  Specific
costs for construction and operation would
be determined for individual actions after
detailed designs are produced.

The capital costs estimated for implementing
Alternative B, C and D were calculated using
NPS Class C costs.  A Class C estimate is a
conceptual cost estimate based on square
foot and unit costs of similar construction or
identifiable unit costs of similar construction
items.  These estimates were prepared
without detailed designs or a fully defined
scope of work, since those are not available
at this stage of the planning process. 

In order to calculate potential acquisition
costs for the boundary expansion, the
Northeast Region Lands Division prepared a
Legislative Cost Estimate for Alternatives B,
C and D.  A Legislative Cost Estimate is an
estimate that outlines the costs associated
with acquiring any interest in real property
for new park units, proposed park boundary
expansions, remainder of tracts to complete
existing units, and or changes in estates
within existing units.  Costs reported in a
Legislative Cost Estimate include:
• Estimated real property acquisition and 

relocation costs on a tract-by-tract basis
• Tax data for Payment in Lieu of Taxes 

(PILOT) program consideration
• Appraisal contracts
• Mapping contracts
• Title contracts
• Surveying contracts
• Environmental Site Assessment contracts
• Other contract work

These costs assume 100% fee acquisition
by the NPS.  Petersburg NB supports
partnership efforts through easements
and donations that will contribute to
lower acquisition costs.  The estimated
time period for acquisition of these
nationally significant lands is 10-15 years.
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Cost Estimates for Action Alternatives
COSTS: ALTERNATIVE B
Annual Operations & Management
Current Staff 2,236,000
Additional Staff 1,278,000

TOTAL $3,514,000

Research, Interpretation, Planning & Construction
Plan, Design & Build-Improvements for existing resources 6,149,000
Interpretation & Special Resources 611,000
Boundary Expansion-Related Costs (Haz-Mat, RTE, Historic and Cultural Landscape Reports) 1,206,000

TOTAL $7,966,000

Land Acquisition Total $25,629,000

COSTS: ALTERNATIVE C
Annual Operations & Management
Current Staff 2,236,000
Additional Staff 2,242,000

TOTAL $4,478,000

Research, Interpretation, Planning & Construction
Plan, Design & Build-Improvements for existing resources 9,371,000
Interpretation & Special Resources 4,947,000
Boundary Expansion-Related Costs (Haz-Mat, RTE, Historic and Cultural Landscape Reports) 303,000

TOTAL $14,621,000

Land Acquisition Total 10,165,000

COSTS: ALTERNATIVE D
Annual Operations & Management
Current Staff 2,236,000
Additional Staff 2,442,000

TOTAL $4,678,000

Research, Interpretation, Planning & Construction
Plan, Design & Build-Improvements for existing resources 6,811,000
Interpretation & Special Resources 7,001,000
Boundary Expansion-Related Costs (Haz-Mat, RTE, Historic and Cultural Landscape Reports) 1,206,000

TOTAL $15,018,000

Land Acquisition Total 25,629,000
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A Dedication

During his tenure with the National Park Service, John Thomas (Tom)

Tankersley set a high standard for those who knew him. As a friend,

coworker, and supervisor, he was a leader, inspiring those around him to

always take the high road in life.  For his  guidance and creative vision in a

document that provides the same, the Petersburg National Battlefield

General Management Plan is lovingly dedicated to his memory.  Tom’s

passion for history and music, his love for life, and most of all his friendship

were a gift to all who knew him.    




